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SUMMARY
As the Commission has recognized, the failure of the former LNP
Administrator in the Western, Southeast and West Coast regions to timely provide a stable
Number Portability Administration Center/Service Management System ("NPAC/SMS")
will prevent carriers in those regions from deploying Phase I of permanent local number
portability (“PLNP”) in compliance with the schedule established in the LNP

Reconsideration Order. There is no dispute among the petitioners that some delay in the

LNP schedule will be necessary for all facilities-based LECs operating in the affected
regions. The sole point of contention among the parties concerns the duration of that delay.

The petitioners agree that Lockheed Martin IMS, the new LNPA for the
affected regions, has committed to deliver an NPAC/SMS by May 11, 1998, and that
implementation of PLNP Phase I can begin after approximately 30 days of intercompany
testing. The parties’ central dispute concerns the amount of time required to deploy PLNP
following testing. As AT&T demonstrates, two weeks following inter-company testing
should be ample time for carriers to complete Phase 1.

The ILEC petitioners seek to justify unreasonably long periods for PLNP
implementation by making wholly inapposite comparisons to the intervals established by the

LNP Reconsideration Order. While that order addressed the full range of issues involved in

carriers’ implementation of PLNP and established a schedule accordingly, the Commission
has ordered carriers to complete the vast majority of network modifications necessary for
PLNP Phase I no later than March 31, 1998. Thus, the only aspects of LNP that will not be
in place by the new NPAC/SMS “live” date are those that directly relate to carriers' ability

to place "orders" for porting with the NPAC/SMS, and to download routing information
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from that system to local SMSs. In light of the fact that the Commission’s Second LNP

Order required the use of identical interfaces for both the Lockheed Martin and Perot

NPAC/SMSs, the ILEC petitioners have long known the specifications to which they had to
build in order to interface with the NPAC/SMS for these functions. In short, once inter-
company testing is complete, implementation of LNP should be a straightforward matter.
AT&T urges the Commission to complete its realignment of the entire LNP
schedule in this proceeding. The record before the Commission strongly supports
establishment of the following PLNP implementation deadlines for all carriers in the

Western, Southeastern and West Coast regions:

e NPAC "live" date: May 11, 1998 (or the date a “live” NPAC is actually
available)

 Inter-company testing completed: June 11, 1998 (or 30 days after “live” date)

¢ LNP implementation in Phase I MSAs completed: June 26, 1998 (or 14 days
after testing)

o LNP implementation in Phase Il MSAs completed: July 10, 1998 (or 14 days after
Phase I)

e LNP implementation in Phase Il MSAs completed: July 24, 1998 (or 14 days
after Phase II)

¢ Remainder of LNP implementation in compliance with the schedule established in
the Commission’s LNP Reconsideration Order.
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Pursuant to Sections 1.3 and 52.3(d) of the Commission’s Rules, 47 C.F.R.
§§ 1.3, 52.3(d), and the Public Notice released March 5, 1998, AT&T Corp. (“AT&T”)
hereby comments on the petitions for waiver of the Permanent Local Number Portability
(“PLNP”) Phase I implementation deadline of March 31, 1998 filed by GTE Service
Corporation (“GTE”), MediaOne, Inc. (“MediaOne”), Pacific Bell (“Pacific”), and U S
West Communications, Inc (“U S West”).

AT&T is fully committed to fulfilling the Commission's LNP requirements,
and has made every effort to ensure that number portability implementation -- both in its
own network and throughout the industry -- complies with the schedule established by the

Commission's rules. However, as the Commission recognized in the Phase I Waiver Order,'

the failure of the former LNP Administrator (“LNPA”) in the Western, Southeast and West

Order, Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116, DA 98-152, released
January 28, 1998 (“Phase I Waiver Order™).
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Coast regions to timely provide a stable Number Portability Administration Center/Service
Management System (“NPAC/SMS”)* will prevent carriers in those regions from offering
long-term portability in compliance with the schedule established in the LNP

Reconsideration Order.® There is no dispute among the petitioners that some delay in the
p g the p y

LNP schedule will be necessary for all facilities-based LECs operating in the affected
regions. The sole point of contention among the parties concerns the duration of that delay.

Accordingly, AT&T will confine these comments to that issue.*

2 The NPAC/SMS is

a hardware and software platform that will contain the database of
information required to effect the porting of telephone numbers. In general,
the Number Portability Administration Center Service Management System
will receive customer information from both the old and new service
providers, validate the information received, and download the new routing
information when an “activate” message is received indicating that the

customer has been physically connected to the new service provider's
network.

Second Report and Order, Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116,
FCC 97-289, released August 18, 1997, 9, n.28 (“LNP_Second Report and
Order”).

First Memorandum Opinion and Order On Reconsideration, Telephone Number

Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116, FCC 97-74, released March 11, 1997 (“LNP
Reconsideration Order”).

The five petitions addressed in the Public Notice are only a portion of the Phase 1
waiver requests lodged with the Commission. Eight additional waivers were the
subject of a Public Notice (DA 98-449) issued on March 4, 1998, which requested
comments on the same schedule as the instant Notice. In order to ensure a complete
record for the Commission’s consideration of a new LNP implementation schedule
in the affected regions, AT&T hereby incorporates its comments on the March 4™
Public Notice into the instant pleading by reference.
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L AS THE COMMISSION HAS FOUND, PLNP IS “ESSENTIAL” TO LOCAL
EXCHANGE COMPETITION

As a preliminary matter, it is important to note that with the exception of
AT&T’s pleading, all of the petitions addressed in the Public Notice were filed by
incumbent LECs or their affiliates. The ILECs’ claims should be carefully scrutinized, as
any delay in PLNP implementation would be costless, if not beneficial, to those carriers, but
will seriously impact their competitors. AT&T does not contend that the unavailability of
the NPAC/SMS is attributable to any fault on the part of the ILEC petitioners.’ It is clear,
however, that those carriers potentially can gain significant advantages by delaying the
implementation of PLNP for as long as possible.

Congress recognized the importance of LNP to local competition by
expressly requiring all LECs to provide that capability in § 251(b)(2), and by also including
“full compliance” with the Commission’s LNP rules as a component of the § 271

“checklist.”® Any delay in the implementation of PLNP potentially will injure nascent local

It is unclear, however, whether Pacific’s inability to provide PLNP is in fact
attributable to the unavailability of the NPAC/SMS, or to problems arising in its
own network. As AT&T stated in its comments on Pacific’s recent joint filing with
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Pacific appears to have represented to the
Commission both that it would be prepared to provide PLNP on time if a West
Coast region NPAC/SMS were ready, and that it could not do so. See Comments
of AT&T Corp., filed March 9, 1998, pp. 4-5, in SBC Companies Petition for
Waiver Of Under 47 C.F.R. § 52.3(d) And Petition For Extension Of Time Of The
Local Number Portability Phase I Implementation Deadline, CC Docket No. 95-
116, NSD File No. L-98-16. In the event Pacific’s inability to provide PLNP is not
solely caused by the unavailability of an NPAC/SMS, then it should not be permitted
to profit from any change to the Commission’s PLNP schedule. Seeid., pp. 15-16.

See 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)(B)(xi).
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exchange competition. First, the Commission recognized in its First LNP Order that interim
methods of local number portability (“ILNP”) can impair “the quality, reliability, or
convenience of telecommunications services” offered by new entrants into local exchange
markets.” Accordingly, that order found that “[permanent] number portability is essential to
ensure meaningful competition in the provision of local exchange services.”®

Second, CLEC:s in the affected regions already have incurred the expense of
implementing PLNP in their own networks, and will soon begin to bear their share of the
NPAC/SMS costs as well. Nevertheless, although CLECs will be paying for PLNP, until
ILECs begin to support that capability their competitors will have no choice but to port
numbers using ILNP -- and thus they will, in effect, be required to pay for both interim and
permanent portability for each customer that ports a number. Third, when ILECs do begin
to support PLNP, CLECs will bear the costs of converting customers from interim to
permanent portability -- an expense they would not have borne for customers acquired after
the Commission’s PLNP implementation deadline, but for the delay of that capability.

In contrast to CLECs, ILECs potentially benefit by delaying PLNP. Most

importantly, their CLEC competitors will be handicapped in the quality of service they can
offer to customers porting their numbers using ILNP methods. In addition, ILECs will

obtain additional payments from CLECs for ILNP services provided to existing CLEC

Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116, First Report and Order and

Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 96-286, released July 2, 1996, § 110
(“First LNP Order”).

Id, §28.
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customers after the date on which PLNP should have been available, payments for ILNP
services provided to new CLEC customers that port their numbers after the original PLNP
implementation date, and payments to convert such new CLEC customers from ILNP to

PLNP.

IL AN NPAC/SMS WILL BE AVAILABLE FOR INTERCOMPANY TESTING IN
EACH OF THE AFFECTED REGIONS ON MAY 11, 1998

The LLCs of all three affected regions recently replaced Perot Systems with
Lockheed Martin IMS as LNPA. As the Commission knows, Lockheed was selected as
LNPA for the four other LNP regions, and that company has developed and implemented a
workable NPAC/SMS in those areas. Lockheed has committed to deliver an NPAC/SMS
for the Western, Southeast and West Coast regions that is ready for intercompany testing
onMay 11, 1998.° The petitioners do not dispute that May 11" is planned as the
NPAC/SMS “live” date, and their proposed schedules all are based on this starting point, as
intercompany testing cannot proceed until this milestone is achieved.

. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPT AT&T’S PROPOSED PLNP
IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE FOR PHASE I MSAs

Although all four of the parties that offer a proposed implementation
schedule begin from the same May 11, 1998 NPAC/SMS “live” date, they do not agree on a
date by which Phase I PLNP deployment should be completed. ' Two dates are most

relevant to the Commission’s consideration of a new Phase I LNP schedule: (i) the date by

See AT&T Corp. Petition for Waiver, filed March 2, 1998, p. 5 in Telephone
Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116.

10 MediaOne does not propose a revised schedule for LNP implementation.
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which any necessary intercompany testing will be completed, and (ii) the date

implementation will be completed. The positions of the parties are as follows:

Carrier End Testing End Phase 1
AT&T 6/11/98 6/26/98
GTE 6/14/98 8/13/98
Pacific Bell | 6/11/98 7/20/98
U S West no date specified | 7/17/98

Testing. All of the petitioners propose that testing will last approximately 30
days, and all save U S West agree that testing can commence on the day after Lockheed’s
delivery of an NPAC/SMS."' U S West, however, proposes to begin testing on May 18",
one week after the NPAC/SMS “live” date, on the grounds that “[t]he week between May
11, 1998 and May 18, 1998 is reserved for returning the NPAC/SMS to a live network-
ready status (versus a test status).”’> There is simply no basis for such a delay, as the other
petitions make clear. Lockheed has committed to deliver an NPAC/SMS that is, in U S
West’s phrasing, “network ready.” There is simply no basis for the assertion that any
carrier requires an additional week to prepare that system for testing. Accordingly, the
Commission should order carriers to commence testing on May 12, 1998 (or the day

following the NPAC/SMS “live” date in the relevant region, in the event there is some delay

1 See AT&T, p. 5; GTE, p. 9 (table proposing to begin testing on 5/12/98 and

complete it on 6/14/98, a total of 32 days); Pacific, pp. 19, 20 (proposing a “30 day

cooperative testing period”); U S West Attachment 1, p. 5 (chart showing 30-day
testing intervals).

12

U S West Attachment 1, p. 5.
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in Lockheed’s performance), and to complete that testing on June 11, 1998 (or 30 days
after testing commences).

U S West proposes to perform its testing in serial fashion in each of its three
internal “regions,” vestiges of the predecessor Bell companies that combined to form that
carrier fourteen years ago. U S West claims that it cannot perform testing in a more
efficient, parallel fashion due to the continued existence of three distinct sets of systems and
a shortage of employees with the requisite specialized skills."”> U S West’s position is
inherently contradictory, however. If U S West in fact possesses three distinct sets of
systems in three separate regions, then that company must have separate personnel and
other resources devoted to each region’s operations, each expert on the systems within their
region. These region-specific resources presumably could be combined with testing-specific
resources to perform simultaneous testing. U S West’s petition does not explore this or
other alternatives to serial testing.

Phase I End Date. The commenters agree that PLNP implementation can
begin the day following the completion of testing.'* They do not agree, however, on when
that process should be completed. The ILECs propose to permit as much as two months

(GTE’s estimate) from the close of testing to full deployment of PLNP. These figures are

1 Id., pp. 4-5.

1 See AT&T, pp. 5-6; GTE, p. 9 (chart depicting testing ending 6/14/98, and
implementation beginning 6/15/98); Pacific, p. 20 (“Pacific will begin to accept and
process orders for live porting transactions in the Los Angeles MSA approximately
1 work day after the conclusion of intercompany testing.”). U S West does not
state precisely when it proposes to begin implementation, stating only that testing
will last 30 days, and giving an end date for implementation.
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plainly inflated, and should be rejected. Two weeks following inter-company testing should
be ample time for carriers to implement Phase I LNP.

The two-week interval AT&T proposes is more than adequate to permit
carriers to do any last-minute clean-ups to their own systems and processes, and to prepare
themselves to accept orders for PLNP. This is especially so when one considers that
“implementation” of PLNP means nothing more than being prepared to accept and fulfill
orders for that service. Carriers have agreed that conversion of customers from ILNP to
PLNP will be conducted on a separate timetable. Conversion should occur within 90 days
following the availability of both PLNP and an operational interface to permit CLECs to
order conversions from interim portability methods to PLNP.

The ILECs’ petitions seek to justify their unreasonably long periods for
PLNP implementation by comparing them to the intervals in which the LNP

Reconsideration Order allowed carriers to phase-in PLNP. ** This comparison is simply

. Indeed, GTE’s petition actually proposes longer intervals for PLNP implementation

that it proposed in its reports to the California LNP Task Force. In those reports,

GTE stated that its implementation intervals for Phases I through III would be as
follows:

Phase I: 2/16/98-3/30/98 (43 days)
Phase II: 4/9/98-5/15/98 (36 days)
Phase III: beginning and ending on 6/30/98 (1 day)

In contrast, GTE’s petition proposes the following intervals:
Phase I: 6/15/98-8/13/98 (59 days)

Phase II: not less than 50 days after Phase I
Phase III: not less than 30 days after Phase 11

(footnote continued on next page)
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inapposite. According to the express terms of the Phase I Waiver Order, carriers in the

Western, Southeast, and West Coast regions should not have delayed their implementation
of LNP in any respect other than those that “specifically relate to the availability of the

vendor-supplied [NPAC/SMS].”"® The LNP Reconsideration Order addressed the full

range of issues involved in carriers’ implementation of PLNP, and established a schedule

accordingly. In stark contrast, as the Phase I Waiver Order makes plain, the vast majority

of network modifications required to implement PLNP must be completed for Phase I
MSAs no later than March 31, 1998 -- more than a month before the NPAC/SMS “live”
date in the affected regions.”

Thus, the only aspects of LNP that have yet to be finalized are those that
directly relate to carriers' ability to place “orders” for porting with the NPAC/SMS; and to

download routing information from that system to local SMSs. In light of the fact that the

Commission’s Second LNP Order required the use of identical interfaces for both the

Lockheed Martin and Perot NPAC/SMSs, the ILEC petitioners have long known the

specifications to which they had to build in order to interface with the NPAC/SMS for these

(footnote continued from previous page)
See GTE, Reports to the California LNP Task Force, 11/20/97 and 1/13/98,
attached as Exhibit 1.

16 Phase I Waiver Order, § 8.

17 See Id.
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functions.”® In short, once inter-company testing is complete, implementation of LNP
should be a straightforward matter.

In addition, by AT&T's proposed June 26th deadline, the industry will
already have gained valuable experience and knowledge from implementing Phases I and 11

in the other four LNP regions, as the LNP Reconsideration Order requires LNP

implementation in Phase Il MSAs no later than May 15, 1998. Even those carriers that do
not participate in Phases I and II of LNP implementation in other regions will benefit from
the experiences vendors (many of which work for more than one carrier), regulators, and
other carriers will gain in working with the Lockheed NPAC/SMS, and significant
knowledge transfers can be expected through industry fora such as the LLCs, as well as
through informal contacts.

The Commission should mandate completion of PLNP implementation in
Phase I MSAs in the Western, Southeast and West Coast regions by June 26, 1998 -- or
two weeks following the completion of intercompany testing in the event Lockheed is

unable to meet the current May 11, 1998 NPAC/SMS “live” date.

18

See Second Report and Order, Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-
116, FCC 97-289, released August 18, 1997, § 62 (“Second LNP Order”) (“We
adopt the NANC's recommendation that the local number portability
administrators and any entity directly connecting to the Number Portability
Administration Center Service Management System use the Number Portability
Administration Center Service Management System Interoperable Interface
Specification.... The NANC IIS will serve as an industry standard for use in
developing and maintaining the Number Portability Administration Center

Service Management System interfaces in each of the seven Number Portability
Administration Center regions.”) (emphasis added).
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IV.  THE COMMISSION SHOULD USE THE INSTANT PROCEEDING TO
COMPLETE ITS ADJUSTMENT OF THE LNP TIMETABLE IN THE
AFFECTED REGIONS

AT&T urges the Commission to complete its realignment of the entire LNP
schedule in this proceeding. It would be an inefficient use of the already heavily taxed
resources of both the Commission’s staff and carriers to conduct repeated rounds of
comments on subsequent LNP Phases that inevitably would present precisely the same
issues as the instant petitions. Once the Phase I schedule is adjusted, establishing a
timetable for the remaining Phases is a straightforward matter.

After intercompany testing of the Lockheed NPAC/SMS is completed for
Phase 1 MSAs in each region, there is no valid reason for that testing to be repeated in

subsequent MSAs. Further, as the Phase I Waiver Order required for Phase I MSAs,

carriers in the Western, Southeast, and West Coast regions should be continuing their
efforts to complete all necessary modifications and upgrades in their own networks to

prepare themselves to offer PLNP in subsequent Phases according to the schedule

established in the LNP Reconsideration Order. Thus, after completion of Phase I, carriers
approaching Phase II should need no more than two weeks to complete implementation in
those MSAs -- just as they required two weeks following the completion of testing to
complete Phase I. Similarly, Phase III can, and should, be completed two weeks after

completion of Phase II. If the Commission adopts AT&T’s proposal, it can return to the

LNP Reconsideration Order’s schedule beginning in Phase I'V.
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CONCLUSION
For the reasons stated above, the Commission should establish the following
deadlines for Permanent Local Number Portability implementation in the Western,

Southeastern and West Coast regions by all carriers:

o NPAC “live” date: May 11, 1998 (or the date a “live” NPAC is actually
available)

¢ Inter-company testing completed: June 11, 1998 (or 30 days after “live” date)

¢ LNP implementation in Phase I MSAs completed: June 26, 1998 (or 14 days
after testing)

» LNP implementation in Phase Il MSAs completed: July 10, 1998 (or 14 days after
Phase I)

» LNP implementation in Phasc 111 MSAs completed: July 24, 1998 (or 14 days
after Phase II)

¢ Remainder of LNP implementation in compliance with the schedule established in
the Commission’s LNP Reconsideration Order.

Respectillly submitted,

its Attorneys
Room 3247H3
295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920
(908) 221-4617
March 12, 1698
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REPORT TO THE CALIFORNIA LNP TASK FORCE |
GTE LINF DEPLOYMENT - PHAST 1 . $
Upelated 11/20097 :

GTE PROPOSED LNP DEPLOYIENT WINDOW

Proposed LNP Deploymeat for Phasc 1, Los Angeles (MSA-1), beginning February (6, 1998 and
completing March 31, 1998,

GTE Switch Clustars And Component Sltes
. By Proposed Deploymeat Ranking

CLUSTER NAME / SWIICR he
GTE RANKING SiTE NaMES Tvre ACO CLLI Copx e
SANTA MONICA / BEL AR GTD-§ 708 BELRCAXFA7TK
WERST L.A. CLUSTER BUNDY - 3M SESS n7 WLANCAXHDS!
Rankizg: | PUNDY - WLA GID-$ 79 WLANCAXIS2Y
MALIBU: GID-§ 746 MALBCAXG45A
Date: 2/16/98 MAR VISTA GTD-5 748 CLCYCAXQIIK
MARINA DEL REY  J¥SS ™ FDRYCAXFS2A
PACIFIC PALIBADES  GTD-S 762 PCPLCAXF4SK
. SANTA MONICA SESS T8 SNMNCAXGDS0
SUNSET DmMSs.i108 727 SNMNCAXIIX
UNIVERSITY DMS-100 739 WLANCAXIDS0
WEST LOS ANGELES SESS m WLANCAXFDS
WESTWOOD GTD-§ ™ WLANCAXG47G
ZUMA GID-5 , 7198  MALBCAXFSSK
COVINA CLUSTER AZUSA DMS-100 411 AZUSCAXF3I3IK ;
Rasking: Z BALDWIN PARK DMs-100 412 BLPRKCAXF33K &
COVINA GTD-5 a2 COVNCAXIIIM %
Date: 2/23/98 : GLENDORA GTD-5 422 GLNDCAXFIIM L
LA PUENTE suss 431 LAPNCAXODS1 4
MAPLEGROVE SESS 433 LAPNCAXLDSO
MONROVIA GTD-$ “l MNRVCAXG3SK
ROWLAND SESS 432 LAPNCAXFDS! A
ROWLAND GTD-§ L} u\magylx
SIERRA MADRE GTD-§ 442 SRMDCAXFISK . -

ALL DATES AND DEPLOYMENT RANKINGS AS SHOWN IN THIS REFORT ARE PROPOSED. THEY ARE
PROVIDED BY GTE TO THE TASK FORCE FOR PRELIMINARY PURPOSES ONLY AND ARE SUBIECT
TO CHANGE. THE DATES INDICATE WHEN GTE WILL ACCEPT SERVICE. ORDERS.

DESIGNATION OF A SWITCH WITHIN A CLUSTER DOPS NOT GUARANTEE DEPLOYMENT OP THAT
SWITCH AT THE SAME TIME AS OTHER SWITCHES WITHIN THE CLUSTER.

GTR PROPOSED LWP DEMLOVMIENT WORDY - PH/SE |
File: 2 OPLYimdae  11/20/97

PAcE } OF3



GTE LNP DEFLOYMENT - PHASL 1

ALL DATES AND DEPLOYMENT RANKINGS AS SHOWN IN THIS REPORT ARE PROPOSED. THEY ARE
PROVIDED BY UTE TO THE TASK FORCE FOR PRELIMINARY PURPOSES ONLY AND ARE SUBJECT

ST DEFLOYMIRT -G

Updasad 11/20/97
(conttnued from previous page)
CLUSTRA NAME / Swrrcit
SIE Ruenc SIFE NAMEs Tws ___ACO __ CLLIComs
LONG BEACH CLUSTER ALAMITOS GTD-S 301 SLBHCAXF43]
Raakieg: 3 TLARK . GTDS ass LNBHCAXMDS0
Date: 272398 M. L. KING . DMS&-100 05 . LNBRCAXLDSO -
' MARKET arTD-$ BAS LNBHCAXHA2P
STADRUM 1AESS 836 LNBHCAXS42E
TERMINO SESS 254 LNBHCAXTAX
JPTOWN suss 855 LNBHCAXQODS0
POMONA CLUSTER CLAREMONT GTD-S 556 CLMICAXPS2G
Ranideg: 4 DIAMOND BAR ar-s k11 DMBRCAXFS6M
: LA VERNE GTD-S 557 LVRNCAXFSSH
Date: 3/02/98 POMONA GID-S 558 POMNCAXF&2E
SAN DIMAS aTD-S 559 SNDMCAXFS9C
WALNUT SESS 560 WLNTCAXFDS0
LANCASTER CLUSTER ANTELOPR SESS 765 LNCSCAXFDE0
Raaking: S TANCASTER GTD-5 769 LNCSCAXGSSK
Dute: 30248 QUAKTZ HOLL GTD-S 766 QZHLCAXFMK
BELLFLOWER CLUSTER ALONDRA SESS 858 NRWLCAXGDS0
Rasking: 6 HAKTESIA DMS-100 803 ARTSCAXFE6S
BELLFLOWER gT1C-S 09
Date: 3/05/98 DOWNEY a1D-5 820 DWNYCAXFWK
FLORENCE GTD-S a9 BLORCAXFIK
MPERIAL GTD-$ 121 DWNYCAXQ30G
WORWALK GTD-5 - 857 NRWLCAXF92S
T2
REDONDO CLUSTER DEL AMO JTD-5 176 TRNCCAXPSAK
Ranking: 7 ELNIDO GTD-S L 1) RDRPHCAXFITK
MANHATTAN BEACH DMS-100 73 MNBHCAXFSSK
Date: ¥16/98 PALOS VERDES GTD-S 873 TRNCCAXGI?)
SEDONDO QTD-S - 174 HRBHCAXAYTK
ROLLING HILLS GTD-§ 875 RLHELCAXPI9L

TO CHANGE. THE DATES INDICATE WHEN GTE WILL ACCEPT SERVICE ORDERS.

| .
DESIGNATION OF A SWITCH WITHIN A CLUSTER DOES NOT GUARANTRE DEPLOYMENT OF THAT

SWITCH AT THE SAME TIME AS OTHER SWITCHES WITHIN THE CLUSTER.

R m;wmm'-mw

Filx: OPf-litdoe [i/20/97
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1"

Updased | 1/20/97
(continwed from previous pege)

CLUSTXR Namx /
GTE RANKING

SAN FERNANDO cwma
Ranking: €

Dater 323798

GRANADA HILLS
PACODMA

oTD-§

. GIDS
" GTD-S

GID-S
GTD-S
GTD-S

703
738

Ranking: 9

Date: 373098

SESS
GTD-S
ar1D-5

GTD-S

61
563

365

WHTRCAXGSAC

ALL DATES AND DEPLOYMENT RANKINGS AS SHOWN IN THIS REFORT ARE PROPOSED. THEY ARE
PROVIDED 8Y GTE TO THE TASK FORCE FOR PRELIMINARY PURPOSES ONLY AND ARE SURMRST

' nd

TO CHANGE. THE DATES INDICATE WHEN GTE WILL ACCEPT SERVICE ORDERS.

DESIGNATION OF A SWITCH WITRIN A CLUSTER DOES NQT GUARANTES DEPLOYMENT OF THAT
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HRFORT YO THE CALIFORNIA LNP TASK FORCE

ELLED Lor DEPLOYMENT - PRASE 2
Updated )/33/58

GTE PROPOSYED LNP DEPLOYMENT WINDOW

Froposcd LNF Deployment for Phase 2, Riverside / San Bensardin County (MSA-10). beginning April 1,

1998 and complcxing May 15, 1998,
GTE Switch Clusters And Component Sites
By Propoted Deploymeat Ranking
CLUSTER NAME / . SWITCR
ONTARYO CLUSTER CHINO GTD-S BU CHNOCAXFE2]
Rasking: 1 CUCAMONGA Y GTR-SBU CCMNCAXTFIK
CUCAMONGA SESS BU CCMNCADS!
ETIWANDA gTD-S BU ETWNCAYFIL
Port Dute: LOS SEFRANOS GYD-5 BV LSSRCAXYFS9}
4/9/98 ONTARID AIRPORT  DMS100 BU ONTRCAXMD$0
ONTAMIOMAIN  DMS$100BU ONTRCAXPYIK.
ONTARIO SOUTH | GTD-5 WU ONTRCAXG6L
UPLAND . _GID-SBU
BANNING CLUSTER BANNING GID-S BU BNNGCAXFSAL
Rasking: 2 BEAUMONT QTD-S BU BUMTCAXFSAL
CALIMESA QTD-S BU CLMSCAXISG
Proposed Port Dame: MENTONE STDSBU MENTCAXF79X
4/16/91 YUCAIPA DMS100 BU YUCPCAXFTIM
ELSINORE CLUSTER EDGEMONT g GTD-S PV EDMTCAXPSSH
Rankiag: I ELSINORE GRAND/ DMB100 BU ELSNCAXGETK
BLSINOREMAIN = GTD-SBU ELENCAXF§TN
REMYET aTD-S BU HREMTCAXPESC
HOMELAND DMS100 BU HMLDCAXI9ZH
Proposcd Pont Deta: MURIUETA GTD-S BU MURTCAXF67] R
42398 : PERRIS | GTD-8BU PERSCAXPESX
. QUAIL VALLEY GTD-3 BU QUVYCAXF24K
RANCHO CALIF GTD-5 BU RNCACAXFE7X
SAN JACINTO aTD-s 8U SNICCAXGSSF
SUN CITY GTD-5 8V SNCYCAXP&'K
SUNNYMEAD GTD-$ BU SNYMCAXFIF
VALLE VISTA ‘ GID-S BY VLVSCAXF91X
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ALL DATES AND DEPLOYMENT RANKINGS AS SHOWN IN THIS REPORT ARE FROPOSED. THEY

ARE PROVIDED BY GTE TO THE CALIFORNIA LOCAL
PRELIMINARY PURPOSES ONLY AND ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE.

NUMBER PORTABILITY TASK FORCE FOR

' .
DESIGNATION QF A SWITCH WITHIN A CLUSTER DOES NOT GUARANTEE DEPLOYMENT OF THAT

SWITCH AT THE 5AME TIME AS OTHER SWITCHES WITHIN THE CLUSTER.

|

GTE PROPOSAT L3P DESLO YMENT WENDO'Y - PRAYE 2
File: clst-ph2.dos 12997 - pripr
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\EAAdF LI DEFLOYMENT - PEASE 2

Updated 1/13/98
{continued from previeus page)
Crusrea Raven/ SwWIrcn
e B ISAMES SR A £} CLLICous
PALM SPRINGS CLUSTIR COACHELLA " GID-IBU CCHLCAXFIN.
Ranlieg 4 . DESEXT HOT SPGS.  GTD-S AU DHIPCAXFI6X
INDIO eI RU INDICAXGDSD
LA QRANTA gTD-5 BU LAQNCAXGSSL
PALM DRSERT GTD.s BU PLDSCAXPISA
Proposed Port Dets: PALME SPRINGS =~ SESSBU PLEPCAXGDSO
5/1/98 PALM SPGS BAST GTD.S BU PLSPCAXOGI2G
RANCHO MIRAGE ~ SENS BU RNMGCAXIDSO
THOUSAND PALMS GTD-SBU THPLCAXIDSU
TWENTYNINE PALME GTD-5 BU TWPLCAXFISK
WASNINGTON ST. | GTD-5 BU BRDNCAXII4G
YUCCA V, o GTD-S BU Y
SAN BERNARDINOG CLUSTIR  AMRD T QGIDSBU Z%mm
Ranking: 5 CRESTLINE GYo-5 BUY CRLNCAXFNIX
LOMA LINDA C GID-SBU LMLNCAXTIL
MARSHALL . GID-SBU SNBRCAXRRSK
Proposad Port Datc: MUSCOY . GTDSBU MSCYCAXFIIK
S/8/98 NORTON AFB ‘ DMS-100 BU SNBRCAXNDSD
REDLANDS | DMS-100 BU RDLDCAXFT9K
SAN BERNARDINO  GTD-5 BU SNBRCAXKESE
WATERMAN | SES$BU W‘—
VICTORVILLE/ ADELANTO __ DMBS100-BU AXFDED
BLYTHE CLUSTER APPLE VALLEY ~  DMS100-BU APVYCAXTFIA]
Ranking: ¢ BARSTOW . 5BS%-BU BRSWCAYHD $0
BIG BEAR LAKE SESS-BU BRLX CAXFDSO
BLYTHE DMS10072-AT BLYTCAXF9IK
EARP . DMS-RSLE BARPCAXCE6S
’ HAVASULANDING DMS$-RSLE HVSUCAXFRS)
Proposed Port Date: HESPERIA ; DMS$100-U HSPRCAXFDSO
§/15/90 ) LOST LAKE DMS-RSLE LSLKCAXCs64
RIDGECREST sgSs-BU RDGCAXGDSO
VICTORVILLE DMS100-8U VIVLCAXADSO

ALL DATES AND DEPLOYMENT RANKINGS AS SHOWN IN THIS REPORT ARE PROPOSED. THEY
ARE PROVIDED BY GTE TO THE CALIPORNIA LOCAL NUMBER, POKTARILITY TASK FORCE FOR

PRELIMINARY PURPOSES ONL ¥ AND ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE.

DESIGNATION OF A SWITCH VITHIN A CLUSTER DOES NOT GUARANTEE DEFLOYMENT OF THAT

SWITCE AT THE SAME TOME A5 OTHER SWITCHES WITHIN THE CLUSTER

OTE PROPOIED LY BEMLOYIMENT WINDXRY - PHASE 2
File: slstph2.doe  12/9/97 . pr/py
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REPORT TO THE CALIFORNIA LNP TASK FORCXR

LELASD 1P DEFLOYMENT - PHASE 3
Updased 1/13/98

GTE PROPOSED LNF DEPLOYWYMENT WINDOW

Proposed LNP Deployment for Fhase 3, Orange Coumty (MSA-15) & San Francisco County (MSA-29),
baginning and completing on hue 30, 1998,

GTE Switch Clusters And Component Sites
By Propesed Deployment Ranking
CLUSTER NaM®B / ‘ SwrITcR

SuENoee  Tyes CLil Cope

m:sm FRANCISCO BUSHARD oYDS HNBHC AXHISA
HUNTINGTONBCR  GID-S HNBHCAXGSL

LAGUNABEACH = GID-S LGBRCAXEIK

SLATER aTD-$ WNBHCAXFC

Proposed Part Date: WARNER | DMS-100 HVBHCAXLMMS -
61098 WESTMINSTER SESS BU. WMNSCAXFDSO
NOVATO aTD-3 NOVTCAXPDEC

ALL DATES AND DEPLOYMENT RANKINGS AS SHOWN IN THIS REPORT ARE PROPOSED. THEY
ARE PROVIDED BY GTE TO THE CALIPORNIA LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY TASK PORCE FOR
PRELIMINARY PURPOSES ONLY AND ARE smmcr'rb CHANGE.

DESIGNATION OF A SWITCH WITHIN A CLUSTER DOES NOT GUARANTEE DEPLOYMENT OF THAT
SWITCH AT THE SAME TIME A OTHER SWITCHES wm-rm-rﬂz CLUSTER.

N S
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OTR PROPCIED LAY DEFLOVMENT WINDOW - PRASE 3
File: cistph3.dae  1229/97 - ry/pr : Prorlor




SENT RY:#2 OLDER XEROX ; 3-12-98 5 S5:11PM : 285 N. MAPLE - LAW- 912024573758:# 4/ 5 .

CIRIIFNICATE OF SERVICE

I, Terri Yannotta, do hercby certify that on this 12* day of March, 1998, 8
copy of the foregoing "Comments of AT&T Corp." was maitled by U.S. first class mail,
postage prepaid, to the parties listed on the attached servico list.

annotia

March 12, 1998

03-12-98 05:11PM POO4 #33



SERVICE LIST
Richard M. Rindler Kathryn Marie Krause
Morton J. Posner Dan L. Poole
Swidler & Berlin, Chartered 1020 19* Street, N.W.
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 Suite 700

Washington, DC 20007
(Attorneys for Allegiance
Telecom, Inc.)

M. Robert Sutherland

Theodore R. Kingsley

BellSouth Corporation

1155 Peachtree Street, Suite 1700
Atlanta, Georgia 30309-3610

Russell M. Blau
Morton J. Posner
Swidler & Berlin, Chartered
3000 K Street, N.W._, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007
(Attorneys for DeltaCom, Inc.)

Eric J. Branfman
Morton J. Posner
Swidler & Berlin, Chartered
3000 K Street, N.-W., Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007
(Attorneys for GST Telecom
California, Inc.)

Richard McKenna

GTE Service Corporation and affiliated
domestic telephone operating

companies

P.O. Box 152092

Irving, TX 75015-2092

Gail L. Polivy

GTE Service Corporation and affiliated
domestic telephone operating

companies

1850 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20036

Washington, DC 20036
(Attorneys for MediaOne, Inc.

and U S West Communications,
Inc.)

Karen Potkul

NEXTLINK California, L.L.C.
1924 Deere Avenue

Santa Ana, CA 72705

Robert M. Lynch
Durward D. Dupre

Pacific Bell

One Bell Plaza, Suite 3703
Dallas, Texas 75202

Nancy C. Woolf

Pacific Bell

140 New Montgomery Street
Rm. #1522A

San Francisco, CA 94105

Jay C. Keithley

Sprint Corporation

1850 M Street, N.-W.

11* Floor

Washington, DC 20036-5807

Sandra K. Williams
Sprint Corporation
P.O.Box 11315

Kansas City, MO 64112

Teresa Marrero

Teleport Communications Group, Inc.
Two Teleport Drive, Suite 300
Staten Island, NY 10311
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